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ABSTRACT
Background: Health researchers may struggle to choose suitable validated dietary assessment
tools (DATs) for their target population. The aim of this review was to identify and collate informa-
tion on validated UK DATs and validation studies for inclusion on a website to support researchers
to choose appropriate DATs.
Design: A systematic review of reviews of DATs was undertaken. DATs validated in UK populations
were extracted from the studies identified. A searchable website was designed to display these
data. Additionally, mean differences and limits of agreement between test and comparison meth-
ods were summarized by a method, weighting by sample size.
Results: Over 900 validation results covering 5 life stages, 18 nutrients, 6 dietary assessment meth-
ods, and 9 validation method types were extracted from 63 validated DATs which were identified
from 68 reviews. These were incorporated into www.nutritools.org. Limits of agreement were
determined for about half of validations. Thirty four DATs were FFQs. Only 17 DATs were validated
against biomarkers, and only 19 DATs were validated in infant/children/adolescents.
Conclusions: The interactive www.nutritools.org website holds extensive validation data identified
from this review and can be used to guide researchers to critically compare and choose a suitable
DAT for their research question, leading to improvement of nutritional epidemiology research.
KEYWORDS
Validation studies; Diet
records; Systematic Review;
Study Characteristics;
Dietary Assessment; Limits
of Agreement
Introduction
Diets high in energy dense and nutrient-poor foods have
been linked to an increased risk of chronic diseases such as
obesity, cardiovascular disease, and particular cancers (Rollo
et al. 2016). Measuring dietary intake accurately is, therefore,
essential in establishing relationships between food con-
sumption patterns and non-communicable diseases (Serra-
Majem et al. 2009); or when evaluating the effectiveness of
public health policies and interventions (Mouratidou et al.
2012; Øverby, Serra-Majem, and Andersen 2009). Accurate
measurement of dietary intake, both at an individual and
population level, is challenging due to measurement difficul-
ties, low participation rates, and degree of compliance, with
no single method being identified as the best approach for
population studies (Shim, Oh, and Kim 2014).
Dietary measurement has relied on self-reported dietary
assessment tools (DATs) such as food frequency question-
naires (FFQs), 24-hour recalls, and weighed/estimated food
diaries (WFD, EFD) (Johnson 2002; Long et al. 2010).
However, these methods are prone to selective
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underreporting, misreporting, are expensive, and may have
low compliance (Shim, Oh, and Kim 2014; Bingham and Day
1997). Advancements in computer technology have helped
address some of these issues (Cade 2017; Timon et al. 2016).
However, it has been recognized that there is no universal
DAT which is suitable for all dietary assessment research. A
description of the main DATs used to assess dietary intake is
shown in Supplementary Material, Table 1.
A number of key factors should be considered when
selecting the most suitable DAT, including the dietary com-
ponent of interest, the characteristics of the population, the
time frame required, the type and accuracy of data required,
the food composition table used, and the resources available
(Cade 2017). The tool should also be validated for the foods
or nutrients of interest and in the population being measured.
However, validation information may not be readily available
to researchers and not all DATs are easily accessible for use.
The aim of this review was to identify and collate charac-
teristics of DATs which have been validated in the UK
population and to include this information together with
characteristics of their validation studies and the validation
results on the DIET@NET partnership project’s www.nutri-
tools.org website. The aim of the website is to help research-
ers and health professionals critically compare and select the
most suitable validated DATs for their research question
which ultimately may lead to improvements in nutritional
epidemiology research. An additional aim was to tabulate
the validation results in this article to explore whether they
varied by DAT type and reference method type.
Methodology
A systematic review of reviews of DATs was undertaken to
identify validated DATs. Literature reviews as well as system-
atic reviews were examined, as it was acknowledged that not
all validated DATs would be identified through systematic
reviews only. From the identified reviews, details of the asso-
ciated development and validation papers for the UK-specific
tools were extracted. An unpublished protocol was designed
and agreed upon by members of the DIET@NET project.
Search strategy
To identify reviews of validated DATs, the following biblio-
graphic databases were searched: Cochrane Database of
Systematic Reviews (CDSR); Database of Abstracts of
Reviews of Effectiveness (DARE); National Health Service
Economic Evaluation Database (NHS EED); Health
Technology Assessment Database (HTA); Web of Science
Core Collection; Ovid MEDLINE; In-Process; EMBASE;
Scopus; CAB abstracts; and Open Grey. The search was ini-
tially conducted in May/June 2015, then updated in October
2016, and was restricted to reviews published between
January 2000 and October 2016. No restriction was placed
on when the tool was developed or validated. Reference lists
of the selected reviews and relevant published conference
proceedings were also searched. The search-strategy for
MEDLINE is shown in Appendix 1. The search-strategy was
adapted for other databases when Medical Subject Headings
terms were unavailable. Citations were cataloged and man-
aged within Endnote (X7).
Selection of reviews
Two reviewers (JZH; KG) were independently involved in
two rounds of screening to identify reviews that met the eli-
gibility criteria. The first round of screening involved
reviewing each article based on their title and abstract. Full
copies of potential articles from the previous round were
then downloaded for examination by both reviewers inde-
pendently, to determine eligibility based on the inclusion
and exclusion criteria. Any discrepancies between reviewers
were reassessed and resolved by further discussion and
advice from members of the Diet@Net project board.
Tool identification from reviews
Papers relating to the original DAT development and/or val-
idations identified in the reviews were downloaded and
screened to determine eligibility for data extraction (BK). To
be eligible for this stage of the review, the tools had to sat-
isfy the inclusion criteria. The inclusion and exclusion crite-
ria applied for both reviews and DATs are noted in Table 1.
No date restriction was imposed on the actual tools or their
developmental/validation papers. Online searches were car-
ried out for each tool identified for further development or
validation papers to ensure all relevant data were collected.
Table 1. Inclusion and exclusion criteria applied to the reviews and DATs.
Reviews DATs
Inclusion criteria Exclusion criteria Inclusion criteria Exclusion criteria
 Reviews that validated a DAT
against a biomarker or another
self-reported tool against energy,
macro or micro nutrients or
food groups
 Reviews published since 1st
January 2000
 Reviews that exclusively eval-
uated tools assessing inadequacy
of diets in terms of malnutrition
 Commentaries, editorials or
other opinion articles
 Tools validated in a UK population
Be able to measure dietary intake
 Validation results can be entered
on the nutritools website
 DATs measuring eating disor-
ders, food preferences, feeding
practices or inadequacy of diets
 Lifestyle based tools (e.g. diet
plus physical activity)
 DATS measuring the purchasing
of foods / drinks
 Tools that assessed specific diet-
ary interventions (e.g. Atkins,
Mediterranean diet)
 Non-UK tools
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Cross checking with other sources
It was acknowledged that not all UK validated DATs would
be captured by our search strategy, as not all tools may have
been included in a review published within the search years
(2000–2016). This would particularly disadvantage in using
more recent tools. Therefore, one reviewer (BK) cross
checked against DAT registries which were The National
Collaborative on Childhood Obesity Research (NCCOR)
(https://tools.nccor.org/measures) and the National Cancer
Institute (NCI): Dietary Assessment Primer (Dietary
Assessment Calibration/Validation Register: “Find a Study”)
(https://epi.grants.cancer.gov/cgi-bin/dacv/index.pl?page=stu
dy_search). The Medical Research Council (MRC) website
was checked for funded research on diet identifying particu-
lar DATs used, along with analyzing DATs from MRC-
funded cohort studies.
Data extraction from the developmental and validation
papers and incorporation into website
Two researchers (JH; BK) extracted and collated data from the
development and validation papers of the DATs in an Access
database, and 10% was checked by a third investigator (KG).
These data included characteristics of the DATs including life-
stage of tool focus; how the tool was administered (by self,
proxy or interview) and nutrient database used. Data on the
DAT validation studies were also extracted, including the ref-
erence method used (e.g. 24 h recall, weighed food diary, bio-
markers, and doubly labeled water) and time span of
assessment. Results for validation of energy and 16 nutrients
(total fat, saturated fat, monounsaturated fat, polyunsaturated
fat, carbohydrate, protein, sugar, fiber (NSP), sodium, cal-
cium, iron, zinc, retinol, folate, vitamin C, vitamin B12) plus
fruit, and vegetables were extracted. The validation results
comparing intakes estimated by the DAT and a reference
method for the following statistical methods were extracted
where available: mean difference and standard deviation, cor-
relation coefficient, Cohen’s Kappa coefficient, percentage
agreement, and Bland-Altman lower and upper limits of
agreement. These data was then incorporated into the website
www.nutritools.org. This website was designed and created by
Xlab (www.x-labsystems.co.uk) based in Leeds, in collabor-
ation with the Diet@Net team.
Statistical analysis
Data were analyzed using Stata version 14 exploring the val-
idation results by DAT and reference method type for
energy and selected micro- and macronutrients to determine
whether the validation results varied greatly by type of DAT
or by the reference method, and to show the number of val-
idations by lifestage and nutrient. For this the weighted
mean of the differences in intakes (WMD) for each type was
calculated, with larger samples having more influence on
these summary results.
First the difference in the estimated nutrient intakes from
each validation study was determined as the reference
method value subtracted from the test DAT. Then, the num-
ber of individuals taking part in the validation studies was
used to produce a weighted mean of these differences by
tool and reference method type. Additionally, for each com-
bination of reference method and tool, the range of the
lower and upper Bland Altman limits of agreement (LOA)
(Bland and Altman 1986) reported or calculated using the
mean difference (MD) and standard deviations from the val-
idation papers, was determined. We summarized these by
three types of tools: food diary; 24 h dietary recall; FFQ/
Food checklist, as these were the most common DAT types
used. Diet histories were not included as there were only a
small number of these and they are not commonly used in
the UK. These were cross tabulated with four groups of ref-
erence measures: recovery biomarkers; food diary; 24-hour
recall; FFQ. The results are displayed by two main lifestages:
(i) infants, children and adolescents and (ii) adults
and elderly.
Results
A total of 8413 review articles were identified from the data-
base searches (see Fig. 1). A further seven reviews were identi-
fied through reference tracking and Internet searches. After
removing duplications, 4433 articles remained, with 4297
excluded after screening of the title and abstract. After screen-
ing the full texts of the 136 articles, 68 reviews remained; of
which 29 (43%) were systematic and 39 (57%) were nonsyste-
matic literature reviews. No review only reported tools that
had been validated in a UK population. The main objective of
the reviews varied, with some identifying tools validated for a
specific population or lifestage, and others focusing on nutri-
ent/food type. The characteristics of the reviews are shown in
the Supplementary Material, Table 2.
From the reviews, 2972 articles were extracted and
screened. Only 169 (6%) of 2972 articles included a UK
DAT that measured some aspect of diet, and 99 (59%) of
these were excluded after full text screening (see Fig. 1 for
reasons). From these 70 remaining articles, 51 different UK
validated DATs were identified, with the review by Cade
et al. (2004), providing the most with 24 (46%) validated
DATs. Cross checking against DAT registries identified
seven additional DATs with a further five identified from
Internet searching and reference checking making a total of
63 DATs.
Characteristics of the 63 DATs
Of the 63 DATs, 39 had macro- and micronutrient intakes
validated in adult and/or elderly populations with a further
five validated on all ages, and 19 DATs validated on infants/
children and/or adolescents. Ten DATs focused only on
food group intakes (5 adults/elderly only; 1 all ages; 4
infants/children and/or adolescents only). The majority of
DATs validated on adults were FFQ, whereas those validated
on children and adolescents were food checklists, diaries, or
24-hour recalls. The total number and description of the
DATs for each separate life stage are shown in Table 2.
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Records identiﬁed through 
database search (n = 8413)
Addional records idenﬁed 
through other sources (n =7)
Records for screening aer duplicates removed (n = 4433) Records excluded aer 
screening   (n = 4297)
Records remaining and assessed 
for eligibility (n=136)
Reviews excluded with reasons (n = 68)
Not a review (n = 31)
Not reviewing dietary assessment tools (n = 14)
Arcle not found (n = 13)
Abstract paper (n = 5)
Reviewing screeners for malnutrion (n = 3)
Reviewing only image assisted methods (n = 1)
Reviews assessed for eligibility (n = 68). 
Systemac reviews (n=29), 
non-systemac reviews (n=39)
Arcles extracted and screened from 
the 68 reviews (n=2972)
Arcles remaining that included a 
relevant UK DAT (n = 169)
Full text arcles excluded with reasons (n = 99)
Paper not assessing dietary assessment tool or 
validaon (n = 56)
Tool does not validate dietary intake (n = 19)
Paper unavailable (n=10)
Dietary assessment tool not validated (n = 10)
Abstract (n = 3)
Arcles remaining aer 
exclusion criteria (n = 70)
DATs idenﬁed from arcles (51)
DATS validated only on food groups (n=10: 
5 adults only; 1 adults and children; 4 
children only)
Note: adults = adults and/or elderly; children = 
infants, children and or adolescents  
Total validated DATs idenﬁed 
(n=63:  44 adults only; 6 adults and 
children; 13 children only)
DATs with energy/ macro/micronutrient 
intake validaons (n=53: 39 adults only; 5 
adults and children; 9 children only)
Addional DATs from cross-checking and 
internet searches (n=12)
Figure 1. PRISMA flow chart indicating number of articles included at each phase.
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Twelve (19%) of the 63 DATs were a modified version of a
previously developed tool (Ashfield-Watt et al. 2007;
Broadfield et al. 2003; Bingham et al. 1994; Bodner et al.
1998; Bolton-Smith et al. 1991; Brunner et al. 2001; Heath
et al. 2005; Hillier et al. 2012; Johnson, Driscoll, and Goran
1996; Mouratidou, Ford, and Fraser 2006; Mckeown et al.
2001; Hooper et al. 2010), while the year the 63 DATs were
developed ranged from 1981 to 2016.
The DAT characteristics are displayed in Table 3 along
with their validation study characteristics; this information
can also be found on the interactive website www.nutritools.
org. The length of the 34 FFQs ranged from 8 to 630 food
items/questions, with 13 (38%) of these classified as short
FFQs consisting of 50 food questions/items and 10 (29%)
classified as long FFQs consisting of >100 food questions/
items. Of the 63 DATs, 16 (25%) were web-based tools by
life stage and nutrient. Four tools focused on infants and
toddlers (Lanigan et al. 2001; Marriott et al. 2009; Marriott
et al. 2008; Davies et al. 1994). Twelve tools focused on chil-
dren and 10 tools on adolescents. Forty-seven tools were
developed to measure adult diet, and 19 were suitable for
measuring diet in the elderly. The time frame covered by
the DATs varied. Food diaries ranged from measuring
intake over one day to repeated measures over one year.
Most 24-hour recalls measured the previous 24-hours; how-
ever, some measured intakes over two consecutive or several
days (e.g. Johansson 2008; Hillier et al. 2012; Johnson,
Driscoll, and Goran 1996). FFQs ranged from the previous
day to usual intake over the previous year with 11 (32%)
measuring long-term intake (>6months) and six (16%)
measuring short-term intake (one day) (Ashfield-Watt et al.
2007; Bingham et al. 1994; Bingham and Day 1997;
Broadfield et al. 2003; Brunner et al. 2001; Cleghorn et al.
2016). The food database underpinning the DATs was pri-
marily a version of the McCance and Widdowson’s the
Composition of Foods (MCW) food tables or a database
based upon MCW. Of the DATs, 10 (16%) did not report
the food database used; seven (70%) of these were FFQs.
Characteristics of the validation studies
A total of 66 validation papers were identified for the 63
DATs. Eight (12%) involved multiple DATs, and 13 (20%)
tools were validated in multiple validation papers (Table 3).
Five validation studies focused specifically on males (Bolton-
Smith et al. 1991; Heath et al. 2005; Heller, Pedoe, and Rose
1981; Johansson 2008; Heald et al. 2006) and 13 on females
(e.g. Papadaki and Scott 2007; Mouratidou, Ford, and
Fraser 2006).
Of the 63 DATs, 53 (84%) were validated against a differ-
ent type of dietary assessment method, most of these were
weighed food diaries (n¼ 40, 75%), with nine (14%) of the
tools using more than one reference method for validation.
Four (6%) (Bolton-Smith et al. 1991; McKeown et al. 2001;
Yarnell et al. 1983; Lietz et al. 2002) of the 63 tools were
exclusively validated against biomarkers, four (6%)
(Johnson, Driscoll, and Goran 1996; Livingstone et al. 1992;
Davies et al. 1994; Montgomery et al. 2005) against DLW,
and two (3%) (Hillier et al. 2012; Edmunds and Ziebland
2002) against direct observation. The sample size of the val-
idation studies varied by type of DAT and the comparator
and ranged from 11 to 2265.
Of the 63 DATs, 46 (73%) validated at least one macro-
nutrient, with 36 (57%) validating fat, 31 (49%) carbohy-
drate, 28 (44%) protein, and 15 (24%) saturated fat with two
(3%) tools validating particular types of fat such as fatty
acids (Broadfield et al. 2003) and cholesterol (Heller, Pedoe,
and Rose 1981). Micronutrients were validated in 46 (73%)
tools, with the most frequently measured being vitamin C
(n¼ 34, 54%), calcium (n¼ 29, 46%), and iron (n¼ 22,
35%). Four (6%) of the tools validated micronutrients only,
with two of these (3%) measuring one micronutrient only
(Nelson et al. 1988; Pufulete et al. 2002). Energy was vali-
dated in 35 (55%) of the tools with two (3%) of these not
validating any other aspect of diet (Livingstone et al. 1992;
Davies et al. 1994). At least one food group was validated in
49 (78%) of the tools: 18 (28%) validating fruits, 17 (27%)
validating vegetables, and 10 (16%) validating food groups
exclusively.
The statistical methods used to compare the difference in
measurement between the DAT and reference methods var-
ied with 55 (79%) using correlation coefficients and five
(8%) of these not using another statistical method. The
mean or median difference (MD) was used by 41 (65%) of
the studies while 22 (35%) only published the mean/median
of the tool and reference method separately. One (2%) study
only used the mean difference (Holmes, Dick, and Nelson
2008). Cross classification (percentage agreement) was used
in 33 (51%) studies, LOA in 24 (38%) studies, and Cohen’s
Kappa in 10 (16%) studies. Only three (5%) used all five
statistical methods with 10 (15%) using four methods.
Table 2. Number and description of dietary assessment tools for each life stage.
Validation life stage and number of tools Description
Infants (3 yrs old) (n¼ 4) 2 FFQ and 2 food diaries
Children (3–11 yrs old) (n¼ 12) 5 recalls, 3 diaries, 2 checklists, 1 FFQ and 1 diet history
Adolescents (12–18 yrs old) (n¼ 10) 4 recalls, 2 food diaries, 2 food checklists, 1 FFQ and 1 diet historyPregnant women (n¼ 3) All FFQ’s
Adults (age 19–64) (n¼ 47) 30 FFQ’s, 8 24-hour recalls, 6 food diaries, 2 food checklists and 1 diet history
Elderly (>65) (n¼ 19) 9 FFQ’s, 4 food diaries, 2 food checklists, 3 recalls and 1 diet history
Also included in the adult cohort numbers.
Only 2 of the validation studies exclusively included participants >65.
Only 5 of the tools validated in children covered the full age range of 3–11 years old.
2 of the infant validated tools measured dietary intake for a specific infant age ¼ 6months and 12months.
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Nutritools website to assist researchers to compare and
choose DATs
Over 900 validation results covering 5 lifestages, 18
nutrients, 6 dietary assessment, and 9 validation method
types were extracted from the 63 validated DATs identified.
This information was incorporated into the interactive www.
nutritools.org/website developed to help researchers choose
tools appropriate for their research question from the on-
line library of DATs found from the reviews.
First, researchers are encouraged to follow the Step-by-
Step Best Practice Guidelines (BPG) on the website that
were developed by expert consensus to help users select
the most suitable DAT for their study (Cade et al. 2017,
www.nutritools.org/guidelines). These interactive guidelines
help researchers filter the list of DATs to show only those
in the tool library most appropriate for their research
question. Information about strength and weakness of dif-
ferent DAT types are also on the website (www.nutritools.
org/strengths-and-weaknesses) along with other helpful
information.
Alternatively, a researcher can select DATs that meet cri-
teria of interest to them using the tool and validation
method filter from the Dietary Assessment Tool menu
(www.nutritools.org/tools) by selecting tool type and valid-
ation characteristics. For instance, selecting “Biomarkers”
and “Doubly labeled water” to validate energy displays 17
UK DATs validated using these methods. Alternatively,
selecting “online” as the Format in the Tool filter displays
12 UK DATs that can be completed online. From the library
of tools, the summary plots, or bubble chart menu (www.
nutritools.org/tools/visualization), the users are able to view
the specific validation results and visually compare the
selected DATs. Information about whether validations were
on specific populations is also provided.
Validation results from different studies can be com-
pared on the website via summary plots, a novel visual-
ization method (www.nutritools.org/tools/summary-plots),
selecting from over 500 Bland-Altman limit of agreement
validations relating to the 63 UK DATs. For example,
using the filters to select FFQs, energy, adults and UK
validations, the mean difference (MD) in estimated
intakes between the tested DAT and the reference
method, and the lower and upper Bland Altman limits of
agreement (LOA) (Bland and Altman 1986) for these
criteria are displayed in the summary plot observed in
Fig. 2. From the filtered results, researchers should avoid
choosing a DAT with large mean differences (the central
dot on each horizontal line) from the zero line of no
difference (e.g. the Quest1 FFQ (O’Donnell et al. 1991)
and wide LOA (the distance between arrows at the ends
of each result line).
Figure 2. An example of a summary plot on the www.nutritools.org website.
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Mean differences and limits of agreements (LOAs)
tabulated by tool and reference type
Table 4 provides a summary of energy and nutrient findings
for the validation studies where the lower and upper Bland-
Altman LOA were reported in absolute terms or could be
calculated from the MD between the reference method and
tool along with the standard deviation. There were many
gaps in the evidence available, with no evidence for use of
doubly labeled water (DLW) as a reference method in
adults/elderly and energy intakes. No studies in children
used a diary or recall as the reference method for protein
intake. There were no biomarker studies reported for cal-
cium, iron, folate, or zinc. Overall there were over 500 sep-
arate validations for which LOA could be determined
involving different nutrients, age ranges, and/or genders.
The majority used a weighed food diary as the reference
method, and in adults the majority of these were for validat-
ing FFQs or food check lists. DLW was also used to validate
energy intake in child’s but not adult studies. Biomarkers
were used to validate protein, retinol, vitamin C, and
sodium in a small number of adult studies. The results vary
substantially depending on the type of tool validated and the
reference method used.
For the majority of the 37 WMD of the infant, children
and adolescent validations, the DATs showed an over esti-
mation compared to the reference method (n¼ 23 62%),
with the adult/elderly studies showing an underestimation
for 39 (49%) and an overestimation for 40 (51%) compared
to the reference method. The range of LOAs appeared wide
in most cases. For example, the WMD in energy for infants/
children from a food diary compared to DLW was
138 kcal, with a wide range of LOA from 1747 to 1045.
In adults, large mean differences were observed for energy
when comparing an FFQ/food checklist against an FFQ
(WMD 671, LOA 523 to 1865); however, a wider range of
LOAs were observed when comparing FFQ/food checklist
against food diaries (WMD 52, LOA 2036 to 2129). In
general, when an FFQ/food checklist was the DAT being
tested against a comparator, the WMD were larger and LOA
wider than for other types of DAT compared against similar
reference methods for macronutrients.
Discussion
To our knowledge, this is the first detailed systematic review
of reviews of DATs to identify and collate data on validated
DATs. The systematic review identified 63 UK validated
DATs. The majority of these DATs were FFQs validated on
adults. Results were extracted and incorporated into the
interactive www.nutritools.org website; this can guide
researchers to search for suitable validated DATs. However,
only a small percentage of validation studies used objective
validation measures such as biomarkers and only about half
of all validations used the Bland-Altman limits of agreement
statistical method.
For infants, children, and adolescents, the range of
nutrients validated, particularly micronutrients, was much
less than for the adult studies. For example, no DAT
validating zinc intake in children was found, despite a recog-
nized deficiency among children and adolescents in the UK,
particularly females in the 11–18 age bracket (Bates
et al. 2014).
The most common type of DAT for assessing dietary
intake was the FFQ. FFQs generally aim to collect and cap-
ture usual/long-term intake particularly from larger popula-
tions, due to their relative low administration cost and low
participant burden compared to other tools (Shim, Oh, and
Kim 2014; Carroll et al. 2012). However, limitations of FFQs
include recall bias, missing data, and under/over-reporting.
These are attributed to reliance on participant’s memory,
inability to accurately estimate portion sizes and misinter-
pretation of the questions, or social desirability bias
(Poslusna et al. 2009; Thompson and Subar 2008; Satija
et al. 2015). Furthermore, choice of FFQ and food checklist
length should depend on the overall study aim and whether
energy or full nutrient intake is being measured (Thompson
et al. 2010). A third of the FFQs in this review were long
(100 food questions/items), and although higher correl-
ation coefficients in validations have been observed with
long FFQs (Livingstone, Robson, and Wallace 2004; Lean
et al. 2003), short FFQs can capture a high percentage of
nutrient intake when designed to measure specific nutrients
(Lean et al. 2003; Bingham 2002).
While food diaries and recalls try to overcome some of
the issues of FFQs by collecting current dietary intakes
(Thompson and Subar 2008), they also rely on self-report-
ing, thus having similar limitations, along with a higher
respondent burden, which can result in a temporary change
during recording from their habitual intake (Poslusna et al.
2009; Thompson and Subar 2008; Satija et al. 2015).
In relation to time frame, FFQs, food checklists, and diet
histories provide flexibility to measure dietary intakes over
weeks, months, or a year. Participant burden can limit the
scope of other dietary methods, such as food diaries and
24 hour recalls, to short-term intake. However, one of the
identified food diaries attempted to measure dietary intake
over a year through collection of 16 days of recall equally
divided into four periods (seasons) (Bingham et al. 1994). It
is important to understand the strength and weaknesses of
DAT types when choosing a DAT to use in research; more
information can be found on the website (www.nutritools.
org/strengths-and-weaknesses).
Administration of the DATs assisted by trained inter-
viewers is one technique used to reduce the issue of missing
dietary data and improve the precision of intraindividual
variation (Serra-Majem et al. 2009). However, only a few
DATs were administered by interviewers due to the time
taken and associated expense (Thompson et al. 2010). With
the rise in computer and smartphone use, web-based DATs
are becoming more popular in nutritional research com-
pared with the traditional pen and paper approach (Carter
et al. 2015). New technology can reduce participant and
researcher burden, increase adherence, improve data ana-
lysis, and reduce the time and cost required for data entry
and data coding (Thompson et al. 2010; Hongu et al. 2011;
Shriver, Roman-Shriver, and Long 2010); however, paper-
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Table 4. Summary of validation results by reference method type, tool type and nutrient.
Validation reference
method / nutrient Tool type
Number of validation study results# Weighted mean differences Range of limits of agreement reported
Infants, children
and adolescents Adults and elderly
Infants, children
and adolescents Adults and elderly
Infants, children
and adolescents Adults and elderly
Energy (kcal)
Doubly
labeled water
Food diary 3 0 138 – 1747 to 1045 –
Dietary Recall 3 0 70 – 1102 to 879 –
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 0 – – – –
Food diary Food diary 5 6 18 46 1259 to 1261 1223 to 1201
Dietary Recall 4 9 254 47 836 to 1628 1301 to 1706
FFQ /
Food checklist
7 19 247 52 1497 to 1912 2036 to 2129
24-hour recall Food diary 0 1 – 52 – 582 to 483
Dietary Recall 1 1 55 3 797 to 687 1108 to 1113
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 2 – 366 – 726 to 1480
FFQ Food diary 0 0 – – – –
Dietary Recall 0 0 – – – –
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 1 – 671 – 523 to 1865
Protein (g)
Biomarker Food diary 0 1 – 0.9 – 5 to 6.8
Dietary Recall 0 0 – – – –
FFQ /
Food checklist
1 1 8.1 2.3 3.5 to 19.7 7 to 12
Food diary Food diary 5 6 0.2 2.2 64 to 61 75 to 67
Dietary Recall 4 8 8.4 0.9 40 to 61 67 to 79
FFQ /
Food checklist
7 19 10.1 6.0 66 to 89 71 to 68
24-hour recall Food diary 0 1 – 4.0 – 34 to 26
Dietary Recall 1 1 2.0 1.0 45 to 41 47 to 45
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 2 11.9 39 to 70
FFQ Food diary 0 0 – – – –
Dietary Recall 0 0 – – – –
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 1 – 21.0 – 36 to 78 to 37
Carbohydrate(g)
Food diary Food diary 5 6 5.6 10.9 185 to 192 211 to 172
Dietary Recall 4 8 30.2 8.7 132 to 229 161 to 196
FFQ /
Food checklist
7 19 36.2 18.5 238 to 305 240 to 209
24-hour recall Food diary 0 1 – 2.0 – 98 to 94
Dietary Recall 1 1 11.0 5.0 152 to 130 149 to 139
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 2 – 35.1 – 112 to 177
FFQ Food diary 0 0 – – – –
Dietary Recall 0 0 – – – –
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 1 – 85.0 – 66 to 236
Total sugars (g)
Food diary Food diary 0 1 – 1.0 – 45 to 47
Dietary Recall 0 2 – 0.5 – 74 to 86
FFQ /
Food checklist
2 14 38.7 12.4 129 to 200 114 to 122
24-hour recall Food diary 0 0 – – – –
Dietary Recall 1 1 14.0 4.0 121 to 92 92 to 83
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 1 – 6.0 – 86 to 98
FFQ Food diary 0 0 – – – –
Dietary Recall 0 0 – – – –
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 1 – 26.0 – 42 to 94 to 42
Fat (g)
Food diary Food diary 5 6 0.03 1.6 58 to 64 51 to 60
Dietary Recall 4 9 11.8 0.5 50 to 88 71 to 87
FFQ /
Food checklist
7 20 8.6 4.3 75 to 99 99 to 71
24-hour recall Food diary 0 1 – 3.0 – 35 to 29
Dietary Recall 1 1 3.0 4.0 52 to 46 62 to 69
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 2 – 19.6 – 39 to 80
FFQ Food diary 0 0 – – – –
(continued)
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Table 4. Continued.
Validation reference
method / nutrient Tool type
Number of validation study results# Weighted mean differences Range of limits of agreement reported
Infants, children
and adolescents Adults and elderly
Infants, children
and adolescents Adults and elderly
Infants, children
and adolescents Adults and elderly
Dietary Recall 0 0 – – – –
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 1 – 23.0 – 32 to 78 to 31
Dietary fiber (g)
Food diary Food diary 0 2 – 0.2 – 8 to 7
Dietary Recall 0 3 – 0.1 – 13 to 17
FFQ /
Food checklist
3 7 2.6 2.5 19 to 23 13 to 19
24-hour recall Food diary 0 0 – – – –
Dietary Recall 1 1 1.0 1.0 10 to 8 12 to 15
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 2 – 4.8 – 6 to 19
FFQ Food diary 0 0 – – – –
Dietary Recall 0 0 – – – –
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 0 – – – –
Retinol (mg)
Biomarkers Food diary 0 0 – – – –
Dietary Recall 0 0 – – – –
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 2 – 121 – 979 to 1153
Food diary Food diary 0 2 – 95.1 – 2084 to 2226
Dietary Recall 0 2 – 89.0 – 7360 to 7906
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 8 – 71.9 – 2410 to 2450
24-hour recall Food diary 0 0 – – – –
Dietary Recall 0 0 – – – –
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 1 – 92.4 – 341 to 526
FFQ Food diary 0 0 – – – –
Dietary Recall 0 0 – – – –
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 1 – 60.0 – 425 to 545
Vitamin C (mg)
Biomarkers Food diary 0 0 – – – –
Dietary Recall 0 0 – – – –
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 2 – 26.9 – 32 to 80
Food diary Food diary 4 6 2.5 5.4 147 to 145 169 to 155
Dietary Recall 4 8 16.5 1.0 108 to 154 159 to 197
FFQ /
Food checklist
5 20 16.5 54.9 168 to 216 164 to 349
24-hour recall Food diary 0 0 – – – –
Dietary Recall 0 1 – 7.0 – 202 to 188
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 1 – 0.7 – 97 to 96
FFQ Food diary 0 0 – – – –
Dietary Recall 0 0 – – – –
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 1 – 57.4 – 70 to 185
Calcium (mg)
Food diary Food diary 4 6 8.7 48.3 663 to 630 767 to 597
Dietary Recall 4 8 87.0 20.6 565 to 744 822 to 873
FFQ /
Food checklist
7 21 76.7 38.0 673 to 836 1003 to 1142
24-hour recall Food diary 0 0 – – – –
Dietary Recall 0 1 – 8.8 – 686 to 668
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 2 – 111 – 646 to 769
FFQ Food diary 0 0 – – – –
Dietary Recall 0 0 – – – –
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 1 – 324 – 467 to 1115
to 467
Iron(mg)
Food diary Food diary 4 6 0.7 0.7 9.6 to 7.2 10.3 to 8.5
Dietary Recall 4 8 0.7 0.1 6.6 to 9.4 11.9 to 13.3
FFQ /
Food checklist
5 20 1.1 0.3 7.7 to 8.0 14 to 13.4
24-hour recall Food diary 0 0 – – – –
Dietary Recall 0 1 – 0.4 – 9.1 to 9.9
0 2 – 2.5 – 5.7 to 11.2
(continued)
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based tools were predominant in this review. Limitations of
self-reported DATs have led to the development of image-
based DATs which can improve the accuracy of measuring
dietary intake, due to improvements in portion size estima-
tions limiting misreporting errors (Gemming, Utter, and
Mhurchu 2015; O’Loughlin et al. 2013; Gemming et al.
2013). However, issues with these methods can occur, such
as procedures not being followed properly, poor image qual-
ity, challenges identifying composite dishes, and users for-
getting to capture images (Gemming, Utter, and Mhurchu
2015; Rollo et al. 2016). Some of the validated dietary recalls
identified were web based, which allows for more complete
food databases to be included, supporting users to choose
more specific food items. However, this should be achieved
without increasing participant burden.
Using an appropriate method to validate a DAT is
important (Livingstone, Robson, and Wallace 2004). Due to
the difficulty of measuring absolute validity of dietary intake,
studies typically measure relative validity, which includes
errors associated with the reference method. Most of the
tools identified had been tested for relative validity, as the
most common reference method used was another self-
Table 4. Continued.
Validation reference
method / nutrient Tool type
Number of validation study results# Weighted mean differences Range of limits of agreement reported
Infants, children
and adolescents Adults and elderly
Infants, children
and adolescents Adults and elderly
Infants, children
and adolescents Adults and elderly
FFQ /
Food checklist
FFQ Food diary 0 0 – – – –
Dietary Recall 0 0 – – – –
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 1 – 6.2 – 4 to 17
Folate (mg)
Food diary Food diary 4 5 10.7 17.2 309 to 259 497 to 451
Dietary Recall 4 6 11.3 6.5 257 to 263 307 to 417
FFQ /
Food checklist
5 15 31.4 70.9 268 to 300 244 to 336
24-hour recall Food diary 0 0 – – – –
Dietary Recall 0 1 – 24.5 – 214 to 263
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 2 – 48.4 – 106 to 205
FFQ Food diary 0 0 – – – –
Dietary Recall 0 0 – – – –
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 1 – 125 – 106 to 356
Sodium (mg)
Biomarker Food diary 0 1 – –572 – 3103 to 1960
Dietary Recall 0 0 – – – –
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 1 – 575 – 3875 to 2725
Food diary Food diary 0 0 – – – –
Dietary Recall 0 0 – – – –
FFQ /
Food checklist
2 6 571 190 2879 to 3715 3956 to 2620
24-hour recall Food diary 0 0 – – – –
Dietary Recall 1 0 20.0 – 2900 to 2900 –
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 1 – 106 – 2048 to 2260
FFQ Food diary 0 0 – – – –
Dietary Recall 0 0 – – – –
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 1 – 155 – 1615 to 1926
Zinc (mg)
Food diary Food diary 0 0 – – – –
Dietary Recall 0 0 – – – –
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 4 – 1.7 – 10 to 9
24-hour recall Food diary 0 0 – – – –
Dietary Recall 0 0 – – – –
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 1 – 1.6 – 4 to 7
FFQ Food diary 0 0 – – – –
Dietary Recall 0 0 – – – –
FFQ /
Food checklist
0 0 – – – –
Nitrogen values, not protein values.
#Results for different age groups and genders within the two main age groups were taken into account separately.Weighted mean differences between the intakes¼ test tool mean intake minus reference method mean intake; these were weighted using the number of indi-
viduals taking part in each validation studies to calculated the overall mean difference for each validation and tool type combination.
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reported DAT; this has limitations because it is susceptible
to similar errors as the tool being validated. Ideally, object-
ive methods such as biomarkers should be used to validate
DATs as they are not prone to the self-reporting or bias
associated with other reference methods (Bingham 2002;
Hedrick et al. 2012). However, these methods only cover a
limited number of dietary components and can be expensive
and impractical when conducting a large study (Thompson
et al. 2010; Hedrick et al. 2012; Freedman et al. 2014). In
the present review, only 17 tools were compared against bio-
markers, some exclusively and some with additional refer-
ence methods. Additionally, the reference method should
ideally take into account factors such as seasonality and vari-
ation between weekdays and weekends. Generally, this was
seen when food diaries and dietary recalls were being vali-
dated but not FFQs.
The most common statistical method reported in the val-
idation studies was the correlation coefficient. The use of
correlation coefficient as the sole test has been criticized,
since it only assesses whether an individual has preserved
their ranking in relation to other participants and does not
measure absolute agreement (Poslusna et al. 2009; Bland
and Altman 1986). However, as FFQs are not necessarily
measuring absolute intakes, others have stated this criticism
does not apply (Masson et al. 2003). Lombard et al. (2015)
argue that a number of statistical approaches should be used
in dietary validation studies, however, typically only one to
three methods are used out of a possible six (correlation
coefficient, paired t-test/Wilcoxon signed rank test, percent
difference, cross-classification, weighted kappa, Bland-
Altman LOA). Ideally, validation studies should include
LOA or intra-class correlations (ICC) which measure agree-
ment between a DAT and the reference method, as well as
the extent of relative bias in the form of the MD (Bland and
Altman 1986). Given this, only results of validation studies
that reported the LOA or where this could be calculated in
addition to the mean difference were included in our tabu-
lated analysis. Similarly, comparing mean differences and
LOAs in the summary plots are the focus on the www.nutri-
tools.org/website to help researchers select DATs. Although
researchers may be advised to select DATs with small mean
differences and narrow LOAs (or at least avoid those with
larger mean differences and wide LOAs), further guidance is
needed on what may be classed as small/narrow or large/
wide, for instance expressed as a percentage of mean intakes
of the population of interest, and/or as absolute values in
units of the nutrient.
As observed from the range of the LOA, the estimated
intakes can vary widely depending on the tool type and ref-
erence method used. The validation method can affect
results for particular nutrients resulting in wider LOA. For
example, assessing energy intake in children using a weighed
food diary can be problematic due to reliance on proxy
information from parents and/or carers (Lanigan et al.
2001). Limits of agreement were wide in a study validating a
food diary against an FFQ (Broadfield et al. 2003), possibly
partly due to limited frequency of consumption options and
limited food lists in an FFQ tool. Accurate estimation of the
Bland-Altman LOA between two methods can also be com-
promised by sample size. Studies with a sample size of 50
will enable greater accuracy of estimation for particular
nutrients (Cade et al. 2002) with 100 subjects required to
estimate true energy intakes to within 4% of a reference
method (Day et al. 2001).
The variation and lack of statistical methods used in val-
idation studies raises concerns about the quality of reporting
in nutritional epidemiology. Missing and poor quality
description of the validation methodology was found. Lack
of information on the development of the DAT was com-
mon as a number of tools, especially those which had been
adapted from previously developed tools, provided incorrect
citations of the methodology papers, noted in other dietary
assessment reviews (Bryant et al. 2014). The issues sur-
rounding the variation and the quality of reporting can
make recommending one DAT over another difficult
(England et al. 2015). To improve the quality of reporting in
nutritional epidemiology and dietary assessment research,
new guidelines have been developed by the STROBE-nut
consortium (Lachat et al. 2016). It is important that these
guidelines are promoted, as a higher quality of reporting
will allow for easier comparison and understanding of
DATs. Additionally, validation study results are not neces-
sarily representative of wider populations. For instance,
some validations used or excluded specific populations,
which can hinder comparison and selection of DATs.
Furthermore, volunteer sampling was the method used by
the majority of validation studies through contact via GP
surgery, school letters or posters, and/or email
advertisements.
Study strengths and limitations of study
The systematic and comprehensive approach adopted for
this study was a strength as it was a practical way of obtain-
ing information on DATs compared to undertaking multiple
reviews of each type of DAT for different foods and/or
nutrients which would have taken too long given available
resources. Cross checking against DAT registers minimized
the likelihood of missing tools. Another strength is the
interactive nature of the website designed to search and dis-
play information about the DATs and their validations,
which guides researchers to select appropriate DATs.
The main limitation of this study was that identification
of all DATs validated in UK populations could not be guar-
anteed, as not all of them would have been included in a
systematic or literature review. All of these tools are
reported in detail on the Nutritools website plus detail on
66 international tools (not discussed in this article). Also
despite the date restriction on the published reviews
(January 2000), there was no date restriction on the actual
DAT raising the question of whether tools developed over
25–30 years ago are still fit for purpose today. Additionally,
the website will need maintaining to ensure it remains cur-
rent, holding information on up-to-date tools, including
those from other countries and cultures; however limited
funds for this are available.
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Conclusions and recommendations
This review identified 63 validated UK DATs which covered
a wide range of life stages and nutrients and collated infor-
mation from these. The characteristics of these DATs, their
validation studies, and the validation results are now on the
interactive www.nutritools.org website. This can guide
researchers to compare and choose the most suitable DAT
for their research question, potentially leading to improve-
ment of research in nutritional epidemiology.
This research provides knowledge to assist dietary assess-
ment, having a positive impact on public health policy and
society through the potential to support dietary advice and
recommendations which can reduce the financial burden of
noncommunicable disease.
Acknowledgments
The members of the DIET@NET consortium are Dr Nisreen A.
Alwan; Prof Janet E. Cade; Paul Finglas; Prof Tim Key; Prof Barrie
Margetts; Dr Darren Greenwood; Prof Andy Ness; Prof Sian Robinson;
Dr Toni Steer; Polly Page; Prof Petra A. Wark. The members of the
DIET@NET project team have included Prof Janet E. Cade; Dr Marisol
Warthon-Medina; Katherine Greathead; Bethany Knowles; Neil
Hancock; Victoria Burley; Jozef Hooson, Dr Jayne Hutchinson, Dr
Elisa Vargas-Garcia, Linda A. Bush, and Lauren E. Gibson.
The members of the Tool Selection Working Group were Dr
Victoria J. Burley; Dr Darren C. Greenwood; Prof Sian Robinson;
Mark Roe; Dr Toni Steer; and Prof Petra A. Wark. The members of
the Access Working Group are Prof Andy Ness; Polly Page; Paul
Finglas; and Prof Tim Key.
Disclosure statement
The authors declare no competing financial interests. The University of
Leeds has established a spin-out company, Dietary Assessment Ltd for
myfood24, a new online dietary assessment tool; Professor Janet Cade
is a director and shareholder of the company.
Funding
This work was supported by the UK Medical Research Council [Grant
number MR/L02019X/1].
ORCID
Jayne Hutchinson (Jyh) http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6251-5013
Marisol Warthon-Medina http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1318-397X
Elisa Vargas-Garcia http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7938-5817
Janet E. Cade http://orcid.org/0000-0003-3421-0121
References
Albar, S. A., N. A. Alwan, C. E. Evans, D. C. Greenwood, and J. E.
Cade. 2016. Agreement between an online dietary assessment tool
(myfood24) and an interviewer-administered 24-h dietary recall in
British adolescents aged 11–18 years. British Journal of Nutrition 115
(09):1678–86. doi: 10.1017/S0007114516000593.
Ashfield-Watt, P., A. Welch, S. Godward, and S. Bingham. 2007. Effect
of a pilot community intervention on fruit and vegetable intakes:
Use of FACET (Five-a-day community evaluation tool). Public
Health Nutrition 10 (7):671–80.
Bach, A., L. Serra-Majem, J. L. Carrasco, B. Roman, J. Ngo, I.
Bertomeu, and B. Obrador. 2006. The use of indexes evaluating the
adherence to the Mediterranean diet in epidemiological studies: A
review. Public Health Nutrition 9 (1A):132.
Bates, B., A. Lennox, A. Prentice, C. J. Bates, P. Page, S. Nicholson,
and G. Swan. 2014. National diet and nutrition survey: Results from
years 1, 2, 3 and 4 (combined) of the rolling programme (2008/
2009-2011/2012): A survey carried out on behalf of public health
England and the food standards agency. Public Health England.
Bell, L. K., R. K. Golley, and A. A. Magarey. 2013. Short tools to assess
young children’s dietary intake: A systematic review focusing on
application to dietary index research. Journal of Obesity 2013 :1–17.
doi: 10.1155/2013/709626.
Bingham, S. A., C. Gill, A. Welch, K. Day, A. Cassidy, K. T. Khaw,
M. J. Sneyd, T. J. Key, L. Roe, N. E. Day, et al. 1994. Comparison of
dietary assessment methods in nutritional epidemiology: Weighed
records v. 24 h recalls, food-frequency questionnaires and estimated-
diet records. The British Journal of Nutrition 72 (4):619–43.
Bingham, S. A., and N. E. Day. 1997. Using biochemical markers to
assess the validity of prospective dietary assessment methods and
the effect of energy adjustment. The American Journal of Clinical
Nutrition 65 (4 Suppl):1130S–7S.
Bingham, S. A., C. Gill, A. Welch, A. Cassidy, S. A. Runswick, S.
Oakes, R. Lubin, D. I. Thurnham, T. J. Key, L. Roe, et al. 1997.
Validation of dietary assessment methods in the UK arm of EPIC
using weighed records, and 24-hour urinary nitrogen and potassium
and serum vitamin C and carotenoids as biomarkers. International
Journal of Epidemiology 26 :S137.
Bingham, S. A. 2002. Biomarkers in nutritional epidemiology. Public
Health Nutrition 5 (6A):821–7.
Black, A. E., A. A. Welch, and S. A. Bingham. 2000. Validation of diet-
ary intakes measured by diet history against 24 h urinary nitrogen
excretion and energy expenditure measured by the doubly-labelled
water method in middle-aged women . The British Journal of
Nutrition 83 (4):341–54.
Bland, J. M., and D. Altman. 1986. Statistical methods for assessing
agreement between two methods of clinical measurement. The
Lancet 327 (8476):307–10. doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(86)90837-8.
Bodner, C. H., A. Soutar, S. A. New, A. R. Scaife, M. Byres, G. D.
Henderson, K. Brown, and D. J. Godden. 1998. Validation of a food
frequency questionnaire for use in a Scottish population: Correlation
of antioxidant vitamin intakes with biochemical measures. Journal of
Human Nutrition and Dietetics 11 (5):373–80. doi: 10.1046/j.1365-
277X.1998.00119.x.
Bolton-Smith, C., C. Casey, K. Gey, W. Smith, and H. Tunstall-Pedoe.
1991. Antioxidant vitamin intakes assessed using a food-frequency
questionnaire: Correlation with biochemical status in smokers and
non-smokers. The British Journal of Nutrition 65 (3):337–46.
Bradley, J., E. Simpson, I. Poliakov, J. Matthews, P. Olivier, A.
Adamson, and E. Foster. 2016. Comparison of INTAKE24 (an
online 24-h dietary recall tool) with interviewer-led 24-h recall in
11–24 year-old. Nutrients 8 (6):358.
Broadfield, E., T. McKeever, A. Fogarty, and J. Britton. 2003.
Measuring dietary fatty acid intake: Validation of a food-frequency
questionnaire against 7d weighed records. British Journal of
Nutrition 90 (01):215–20. doi: 10.1079/BJN2003884.
Brunner, E., D. Stallone, M. Juneja, S. Bingham, and M. Marmot. 2001.
Dietary assessment in Whitehall II: Comparison of 7 d diet diary
and food-frequency questionnaire and validity against biomarkers.
The British Journal of Nutrition 86 (3):405–14.
Bryant, M., L. Ashton, J. Brown, S. Jebb, J. Wright, K. Roberts, and J.
Nixon. 2014. Systematic review to identify and appraise outcome
measures used to evaluate childhood obesity treatment interventions
(CoOR): Evidence of purpose, application, validity, reliability and
sensitivity. Health Technology Assessment (Winchester, England) 18
(51):1.
Cade, J. E. 2017. Measuring diet in the 21st century: Use of new tech-
nologies. The Proceedings of the Nutrition Society 76 (3):276–82.
CRITICAL REVIEWS IN FOOD SCIENCE AND NUTRITION 21
Cade, J., M. Warthon-Medina, S. Albar, N.A. Alwan, A. Ness, M. Roe,
P.A. Wark, K. Greathead, V. J. Burley, P. Finglas, et al. 2017.
DIET@NET: Best Practice Guidelines for dietary assessment in
health research. BMC Medicine 15 (1):202.
Cade, J., V. Burley, D. Warm, R. Thompson, and B. Margetts. 2004.
Food-frequency questionnaires: A review of their design, validation
and utilisation. Nutrition Research Reviews 17 (1):5–22.
Cade, J., L. Frear, and D. Greenwood. 2006. Assessment of diet in
young children with an emphasis on fruit and vegetable intake:
Using CADET-Child and Diet Evaluation Tool. Public Health
Nutrition 9 (4):501–8.
Cade, J., R. Thompson, V. Burley, and D. Warm. 2002. Development,
validation and utilisation of food-frequency questionnaires – A
review. Public Health Nutrition 5 (4):567–87.
Carroll, R. J., D. Midthune, A. F. Subar, M. Shumakovich, L. S.
Freedman, F. E. Thompson, and V. Kipnis. 2012. Taking advantage
of the strengths of 2 different dietary assessment instruments to
improve intake estimates for nutritional epidemiology. American
Journal of Epidemiology 175 (4):340–7.
Carter, M. C., S. A. Albar, M. A. Morris, U. Z. Mulla, N. Hancock,
C. E. Evans, N. A. Alwan, D. C. Greenwood, L. J. Hardie, G. S.
Frost, et al. 2015. Development of a UK online 24-h dietary assess-
ment tool: Myfood24. Nutrients 7 (6):4016–32.
Carter, M. C., V. Burley, C. Nykjaer, and J. Cade. 2013. ’My Meal
Mate’ (MMM): Validation of the diet measures captured on a smart-
phone application to facilitate weight loss. The British Journal of
Nutrition 109 (3):539–46.
Christian, M. S., C. E. Evans, C. Nykjaer, N. Hancock, and J. E. Cade.
2015. Measuring diet in primary school children aged 8–11 years:
Validation of the child and diet evaluation tool (CADET) with an
emphasis on fruit and vegetable intake. European Journal of Clinical
Nutrition 69 (2):234–41. doi: 10.1038/ejcn.2014.160.
Cleghorn, C. L., R. A. Harrison, J. K. Ransley, S. Wilkinson, J. Thomas,
and J. E. Cade. 2016. Can a dietary quality score derived from a
short-form FFQ assess dietary quality in UK adult population sur-
veys? Public Health Nutrition 1 :1–9.
Comrie, F., L. F. Masson, and G. McNeill. 2009. A novel online food
recall checklist for use in an undergraduate student population: A
comparison with diet diaries. Nutrition Journal 8 :13.
Davies, P. S., W. Coward, J. Gregory, A. White, and A. Mills. 1994.
Total energy expenditure and energy intake in the pre-school child:
A comparison. British Journal of Nutrition 72 (01):13–20. 9696. doi:
10.1079/BJN19940005.
Day, N. E., N. McKeown, M.-Y. Wong, A. Welch, and S. Bingham.
2001. Epidemiological assessment of diet: A comparison of a 7-day
diary with a food frequency questionnaire using urinary markers of
nitrogen, potassium and sodium. International Journal of
Epidemiology 30 (2):309–17. doi: 10.1093/ije/30.2.309.
Dong, J. 2003. Dietary Targets Monitor. https://www.gov.scot/topics
Dunn, S., A. Datta, S. Kallis, E. Law, C. E. Myers, and K. Whelan.
2011. Validation of a food frequency questionnaire to measure
intakes of inulin and oligofructose. European Journal of Clinical
Nutrition 65 (3):402–8.
Edmunds, L., and S. Ziebland. 2002. Development and validation of
the day in the life questionnaire (DILQ) as a measure of fruit and
vegetable questionnaire for 7–9 year olds. Health Education Research
17 (2):211–20. doi: 10.1093/her/17.2.211.
England, C., R. Andrews, R. Jago, and J. Thompson. 2015. A systematic
review of brief dietary questionnaires suitable for clinical use in the
prevention and management of obesity. European Journal of Clinical
Nutrition 69 (9):977–1003.
Fallaize, R., H. Forster, A. L. Macready, M. C. Walsh, J. C. Mathers, L.
Brennan, E. R. Gibney, M. J. Gibney, and J. A. Lovegrove. 2014.
Online dietary intake estimation: Reproducibility and validity of the
Food4Me food frequency questionnaire against a 4-day weighed
food record. Journal of Medical Internet Research 16 (8):e190.
Forster, H., R. Fallaize, C. Gallagher, C. B. O’Donovan, C. Woolhead,
M. C. Walsh, A. L. Macready, J. A. Lovegrove, J. C. Mathers, M. J.
Gibney, et al. 2014. Online dietary intake estimation: The Food4Me
food frequency questionnaire. Journal of Medical Internet Research
16 (6):e150.
Foster, E., J. Delve, E. Simpson, and S.-P. Breininger. 2014.
Comparison study: INTAKE24 vs. interviewer led recall final report.
Citeseer.
Freedman, L. S., J. M. Commins, J. E. Moler, L. Arab, D. J. Baer, V.
Kipnis, D. Midthune, A. J. Moshfegh, M. L. Neuhouser, R. L.
Prentice, et al. 2014. Pooled results from 5 validation studies of diet-
ary self-report instruments using recovery biomarkers for energy
and protein intake. American Journal of Epidemiology 180 (2):
172–88.
Gemming, L., J. Utter, and C. N. Mhurchu. 2015. Image-assisted diet-
ary assessment: A systematic review of the evidence. Journal of the
Academy of Nutrition and Dietetics 115 (1):64–77. doi: 10.1016/
j.jand.2014.09.015.
Gemming, L., A. Doherty, P. Kelly, J. Utter, and C. N. Mhurchu. 2013.
Feasibility of a SenseCam-assisted 24-h recall to reduce under-
reporting of energy intake. European Journal of Clinical Nutrition 67
(10):1095–9. doi: 10.1038/ejcn.2013.156.
Hartwell, D. L., and C. J. K. Henry. 2001. Comparison of a self-admin-
istered quantitative food amount frequency questionnaire with 4-day
estimated food records. International Journal of Food Sciences and
Nutrition 52 (2):151–9.
Heath, A.-L. M., M. A. Roe, S. L. Oyston, and S. J. Fairweather-Tait.
2005. Meal-based intake assessment tool: Relative validity when
determining dietary intake of Fe and Zn and selected absorption
modifiers in UK men. British Journal of Nutrition 93 (03):403–16.
doi: 10.1079/BJN20041324.
Heald, C., C. Bolton-Smith, M. Ritchie, M. Morton, and F. Alexander.
2006. Phyto-oestrogen intake in Scottish men: Use of serum to val-
idate a self-administered food-frequency questionnaire in older men.
European Journal of Clinical Nutrition 60 (1):129–35.
Hedrick, V. E., A. M. Dietrich, P. A. Estabrooks, J. Savla, and E.
Serrano. 2012. Dietary biomarkers: Advances, limitations and future
directions. Nutrition Journal 11 (1):109.
Heller, R. F., H. D. T. Pedoe, and G. Rose. 1981. A simple method of
assessing the effect of dietary advice to reduce plasma cholesterol.
Preventive Medicine 10 (3):364–70. doi: 10.1016/0091-
7435(81)90025-6.
Hillier, F. C., A. M. Batterham, S. Crooks, H. J. Moore, and C. D.
Summerbell. 2012. The development and evaluation of a novel inter-
net-based computer program to assess previous-day dietary and
physical activity behaviours in adults: The synchronised nutrition
and activity program for adults (SNAPATM). The British Journal of
Nutrition 107 (8):1221–31.
Hooper, R., J. Heinrich, E. Omenaas, S. Sausenthaler, V. Garcia-Larsen,
I. Bakolis, and P. Burney. 2010. Dietary patterns and risk of asthma:
Results from three countries in European community respiratory
health Survey-II. The British Journal of Nutrition 103 (9):1354–65.
Holmes, B., K. Dick, and M. Nelson. 2008. A comparison of four diet-
ary assessment methods in materially deprived households in
England. Public Health Nutrition 11 (5):444–56.
Hollis, J. L., L. C. A. Craig, S. Whybrow, H. Clark, J. A. M. Kyle, and
G. McNeill. 2017. Assessing the relative validity of the Scottish col-
laborative group FFQ for measuring dietary intake in adults. Public
Health Nutrition 20 (03):449–55. doi: 10.1017/S1368980016002421.
Hongu, N., M. D. Hingle, N. C. Merchant, B. J. Orr, S. B. Going, M. I.
Mosqueda, and C. A. Thomson. 2011. Dietary assessment tools
using mobile technology. Topics in Clinical Nutrition 26 (4):300–11.
doi: 10.1097/TIN.0b013e3182379525.
Jackson, N., J. Little, and A. D. Wilson. 1990. Comparison of diet his-
tory interview and self-completed questionnaire in assessment of
diet in an elderly population. Journal of Epidemiology and
Community Health 44 (2):162–9. doi: 10.1136/jech.44.2.162.
Jia, X., L. C. Craig, L. S. Aucott, A. C. Milne, and G. McNeill. 2008.
Repeatability and validity of a food frequency questionnaire in free-
living older people in relation to cognitive function. The Journal of
Nutrition, Health & Aging 12 (10):735–41.
22 J. HOOSON (JZH) ET AL.
Johansson, G. 2008. Comparison of nutrient intake between different
dietary assessment methods in elderly male volunteers. Nutrition &
Dietetics 65 :266–71. doi: 10.1111/j.1747-0080.2008.00317.x.
Johnson, B., and A. Hackett. 1997. Eating habits of 11–14-year-old
schoolchildren living in less affluent areas of Liverpool, UK. Journal
of Human Nutrition and Dietetics 10 (2):135–44. doi: 10.1046/j.1365-
277X.1997.00046.x.
Johnson, B., A. Hackett, M. Roundfield, and A. Coufopoulos. 2001. An
investigation of the validity and reliability of a food intake question-
naire. Journal of Human Nutrition and Dietetics: The Official Journal
of the British Dietetic Association 14 (6):457–65.
Johnson, R. K. 2002. Dietary intake—How do we measure what people
are really eating? Obesity Research 10 (S11):63S–8S. doi: 10.1038/
oby.2002.192.
Johnson, R. K., P. Driscoll, and M. I. Goran. 1996. Comparison of mul-
tiple-pass 24-hour recall estimates of energy intake with total energy
expenditure determined by the doubly labeled water method in
young children. Journal of the American Dietetic Association 96 (11):
1140–4.
Kassam-Khamis, T., K. Nanchahal, P. Mangtani, I. dos Santos Silva, A.
McMichael, and A. Anderson. 1999. Development of an interview-
administered food-frequency questionnaire for use amongst women
of South Asian ethnic origin in Britain. Journal of Human Nutrition
and Dietetics 12 :7–19. doi: 10.1046/j.1365-277x.1999.00139.x.
Lachat, C., D. Hawwash, M. C. Ocke, C. Berg, E. Forsum, A. H€ornell,
C. l Larsson, E. Sonestedt, E. Wirf€alt, A. Åkesson, et al. 2016.
Strengthening the reporting of observational studies in epidemiolo-
gy–nutritional epidemiology (STROBE-nut): An extension of the
STROBE statement. Nutrition Bulletin 41 (3):240–51. doi: 10.1111/
nbu.12217.
Lanham, S. A., and C. Bolton-Smith. 1993. Development of a food fre-
quency questionnaire. Proceedings of the Nutrition Society 52:30A.
Lanigan, J., J. Wells, M. Lawson, and A. Lucas. 2001. Validation of
food diary method for assessment of dietary energy and macronutri-
ent intake in infants and children aged 6–24 months. European
Journal of Clinical Nutrition 55 (2):124.
Lean, M., A. Anderson, C. Morrison, and J. Currall. 2003. Evaluation
of a dietary targets monitor. European Journal of Clinical Nutrition
57 (5):667–73.
Lietz, G., K. L. Barton, P. J. Longbottom, and A. S. Anderson. 2002.
Can the EPIC food-frequency questionnaire be used in adolescent
populations? Public Health Nutrition 5 (6):783–9.
Little, P., J. Barnett, B. Margetts, A. L. Kinmonth, J. Gabbay, R.
Thompson, D. Warm, H. Warwick, and S. Wooton. 1999. The valid-
ity of dietary assessment in general practice. Journal of Epidemiology
and Community Health 53 (3):165–72.
Liu, B., H. Young, F. L. Crowe, V. S. Benson, E. A. Spencer, T. J. Key,
P. N. Appleby, and V. Beral. 2011. Development and evaluation of
the oxford WebQ, a low-cost, web-based method for assessment of
previous 24 h dietary intakes in large-scale prospective studies.
Public Health Nutrition 14 (11):1998–2005.
Livingstone, M. B., A. M. Prentice, W. A. Coward, J. J. Strain, A. E.
Black, P. S. Davies, C. M. Stewart, P. G. McKenna, and R. G.
Whitehead. 1992. Validation of estimates of energy intake by
weighed dietary record and diet history in children and adolescents.
The American Journal of Clinical Nutrition 56 (1):29–35.
Livingstone, M., P. Robson, and J. Wallace. 2004. Issues in dietary
intake assessment of children and adolescents. British Journal of
Nutrition 92 (S2):S213–S22. doi: 10.1079/BJN20041169.
Lombard, M. J., N. P. Steyn, K. E. Charlton, and M. Senekal. 2015.
Application and interpretation of multiple statistical tests to evaluate
validity of dietary intake assessment methods. Nutrition Journal 14:
40
Long, J. D., L. A. Littlefield, G. Estep, H. Martin, T. J. Rogers, C.
Boswell, B. J. Shriver, and C. R. Roman-Shriver. 2010. Evidence
review of technology and dietary assessment. Worldviews on
Evidence-Based Nursing 7 (4):191–204. doi: 10.1111/j.1741-
6787.2009.00173.x.
McKeown, N. M., N. E. Day, A. A. Welch, S. A. Runswick, R. N.
Luben, A. A. Mulligan, A. McTaggart, and S. A. Bingham. 2001. Use
of biological markers to validate self-reported dietary intake in a
random sample of the European prospective investigation into can-
cer United Kingdom Norfolk cohort. The American Journal of
Clinical Nutrition 74 (2):188–96. doi: 10.1093/ajcn/74.2.188.
McNaughton, S., G. Mishra, G. Bramwell, A. Paul, and M. Wadsworth.
2005. Comparability of dietary patterns assessed by multiple dietary
assessment methods: Results from the 1946 British birth Cohort.
European Journal of Clinical Nutrition 59 (3):341–52.
McPherson, R. S., D. M. Hoelscher, M. Alexander, K. S. Scanlon, and
M. K. Serdula. 2000. Dietary assessment methods among school-
aged children: Validity and reliability. Preventive Medicine 31 (2):
S11–S33. doi: 10.1006/pmed.2000.0631.
Margetts, B., J. Cade, and C. Osmond. 1989. Comparison of a food fre-
quency questionnaire with a diet record. International Journal of
Epidemiology 18 (4):868–73.
Marriott, L. D., S. M. Robinson, J. Poole, S. E. Borland, K. M. Godfrey,
C. M. Law, and H. M. Inskip. 2008. What do babies eat? Evaluation
of a food frequency questionnaire to assess the diets of infants aged
6 months. Public Health Nutrition 11 (7):751–6.
Marriott, L. D., H. M. Inskip, S. E. Borland, K. M. Godfrey, C. M. Law,
and S. M. Robinson. 2009. What do babies eat? Evaluation of a food
frequency questionnaire to assess the diets of infants aged 12
months. Public Health Nutrition 12 (7):967.
Marshall, S., T. Burrows, and C. Collins. 2014. Systematic review of
diet quality indices and their associations with health-related out-
comes in children and adolescents. Journal of Human Nutrition and
Dietetics: The Official Journal of the British Dietetic Association 27
(6):577–98.
Masson, L. F., G. McNeill, J. O. Tomany, J. A. Simpson, H. S. Peace, L.
Wei, D. A. Grubb, and C. Bolton-Smith. 2003. Statistical approaches
for assessing the relative validity of a food-frequency questionnaire:
Use of correlation coefficients and the kappa statistic. Public Health
Nutrition 6 (3):313–21.
Mohd-Shukri, N. A., J. L. Bolton, J. E. Norman, B. R. Walker, and
R. M. Reynolds. 2013. Evaluation of an FFQ to assess total energy
and nutrient intakes in severely obese pregnant women. Public
Health Nutrition 16 (8):1427–35.
Molag, M. L., J. H. M. de Vries, M. C. Ocke, P. C. Dagnelie, P. A. van
den Brandt, M. C. J. F. Jansen, W. A. van Staveren, and P. van’t
Veer. 2007. Design characteristics of food frequency questionnaires
in relation to their validity. American Journal of Epidemiology 166
(12):1468–78.
Montgomery, C., J. J. Reilly, D. M. Jackson, L. A. Kelly, C. Slater, J. Y.
Paton, and S. Grant. 2005. Validation of energy intake by 24-hour
multiple pass recall: Comparison with total energy expenditure in
children aged 5–7 years. The British Journal of Nutrition 93 (5):
671–6. (05):
Moore, G. F., K. Tapper, S. Murphy, R. Clark, R. Lynch, and L. Moore.
2007. Validation of a self-completion measure of breakfast foods,
snacks and fruits and vegetables consumed by 9- to 11-year-old
schoolchildren. European Journal of Clinical Nutrition 61 (3):420–30.
Moore, H. J., L. J. Ells, S. A. McLure, S. Crooks, D. Cumbor, C. D.
Summerbell, and A. M. Batterham. 2008. The development and
evaluation of a novel computer program to assess previous-day diet-
ary and physical activity behaviours in school children: The
synchronised nutrition and activity program TM (SNAP TM).
British Journal of Nutrition 99 :1266–74.
Mouratidou, T., M. I. Mesana, Y. Manios, B. Koletzko, M. J. M.
Chinapaw, I. De Bourdeaudhuij, P. Socha, V. Iotova, and L. A.
Moreno. 2012. Assessment tools of energy balance-related behav-
iours used in European obesity prevention strategies: Review of
studies during preschool. Obesity Reviews 13 :42–55. doi: 10.1111/
j.1467-789X.2011.00958.x.
Mouratidou, T., F. Ford, and R. B. Fraser. 2006. Validation of a food-
frequency questionnaire for use in pregnancy. Public Health
Nutrition 9 (4):515–22.
Nelson, M., G. F. Hague, C. Cooper, and V. W. Bunker. 1988. Calcium
intake in the elderly: validation of a dietary questionnaire. Journal of
Human Nutrition and Dietetics 1 (2):115–27. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-
277X.1988.tb00443.x.
CRITICAL REVIEWS IN FOOD SCIENCE AND NUTRITION 23
O’Donnell, M., M. Nelson, P. Wise, and D. Walker. 1991. A computer-
ized diet questionnaire for use in diet health education. 1.
Development and validation. The British Journal of Nutrition 66 (1):
3–15.
O’Loughlin, G., S. J. Cullen, A. McGoldrick, S. O’Connor, R. Blain, S.
O’Malley, and G. D. Warrington. 2013. Using a wearable camera to
increase the accuracy of dietary analysis. American Journal of
Preventive Medicine 44 :297–301. doi: 10.1016/j.amepre.2012.11.007.
Øverby, N. C., L. Serra-Majem, and L. F. Andersen. 2009. Dietary
assessment methods on n-3 fatty acid intake: A systematic review.
British Journal of Nutrition 102 (S1):S56–S63. doi: 10.1017/
S000711450999314X.
Papadaki, A., and J. Scott. 2007. Relative validity and utility of a short
food frequency questionnaire assessing the intake of legumes in
Scottish women. Journal of Human Nutrition and Dietetics 20 (5):
467–75. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-277X.2007.00809.x.
Poslusna, K., J. Ruprich, J. H. M. de Vries, M. Jakubikova, and P. van’t
Veer. 2009. Misreporting of energy and micronutrient intake esti-
mated by food records and 24 hour recalls, control and adjustment
methods in practice. British Journal of Nutrition 101 (S2):S73–S85.
Pufulete, M., P. W. Emery, M. Nelson, and T. A. Sanders. 2002.
Validation of a short food frequency questionnaire to assess folate
intake. British Journal of Nutrition 87 (04):383–90.
Reilly, J. J., C. Montgomery, D. Jackson, J. MacRitchie, and J.
Armstrong. 2001. Energy intake by multiple pass 24 h recall and
total energy expenditure: A comparison in a representative sample
of 3–4-year-olds. British Journal of Nutrition 86 (05):601–5.
Robinson, S., L. Marriott, J. Poole, S. Crozier, S. Borland, W. Lawrence,
C. Law, K. Godfrey, C. Cooper, H. Inskip, et al. 2007. Dietary pat-
terns in infancy: The importance of maternal and family influences
on feeding practice. The British Journal of Nutrition 98 (5):1029–37.
Roddam, A. W., E. Spencer, E. Banks, V. Beral, G. Reeves, P. Appleby,
I. Barnes, D. C. Whiteman, and T. J. Key. 2005. Reproducibility of a
short semi-quantitative food group questionnaire and its perform-
ance in estimating nutrient intake compared with a 7-day diet diary
in the million women study. Public Health Nutrition 8 :201–13.
Roe, L., C. Strong, C. Whiteside, A. Neil, and D. Mant. 1994. Dietary
intervention in primary care: Validity of the DINE method for diet
assessment. Family Practice 11 (4):375–81.
Rollo, M. E., R. L. Williams, T. Burrows, S. I. Kirkpatrick, T. Bucher,
and C. E. Collins. 2016. What are they really eating? A review on
new approaches to dietary intake assessment and validation. Current
Nutrition Reports 5 (4):307–14. doi: 10.1007/s13668-016-0182-6.
Samaras, K., P. J. Kelly, M. N. Chiano, N. Arden, T. D. Spector, and
L. V. Campbell. 1998. Genes versus environment. The relationship
between dietary fat and total and central abdominal fat. Diabetes
Care 21 (12):2069–76.
Satija, A., E. Yu, W. C. Willett, and F. B. Hu. 2015. Understanding
nutritional epidemiology and its role in policy. Advances in
Nutrition 6 (1):5–18. doi: 10.3945/an.114.007492.
Serra-Majem, L., K. Pfrimer, J. Doreste-Alonso, L. Ribas-Barba, A.
Sanchez-Villegas, A. Ortiz-Andrellucchi, and P. Henrıquez-Sanchez.
2009. Dietary assessment methods for intakes of iron, calcium, sel-
enium, zinc and iodine. British Journal of Nutrition 102 (S1):
S38–S55. doi: 10.1017/S0007114509993138.
Sevak, L., P. Mangtani, V. McCormack, D. Bhakta, T. Kassam-Khamis,
and I. dos Santos Silva. 2004. Validation of a food frequency ques-
tionnaire to assess macro- and micro-nutrient intake among South
Asians in the United Kingdom. European Journal of Nutrition 43
(3):160–8.
Sharp, D. B., and M. Allman-Farinelli. 2014. Feasibility and validity of
mobile phones to assess dietary intake. Nutrition (Burbank, Los
Angeles County, Calif.) 30 (11–12):1257–66.
Shim, J.-S., K. Oh, and H. C. Kim. 2014. Dietary assessment methods
in epidemiologic studies. Epidemiology and Health 36:e2014009.
Shriver, B. J., C. R. Roman-Shriver, and J. D. Long. 2010. Technology-
based methods of dietary assessment: recent developments and con-
siderations for clinical practice. Current Opinion in Clinical
Nutrition and Metabolic Care 13 (5):548–51.
Silva T. d. A., and S. M. L. Vasconcelos. 2012. Methodological proce-
dures used in food frequency questionnaires made in Brazil: A sys-
tematic review. Revista de Nutric¸~ao 25 :785–97.
Sofianou-Katsoulis, A., D. Mesher, P. Sasieni, G. Du Toit, A. T. Fox,
and G. Lack. 2011. Assessing peanut consumption in a population
of mothers and their children in the UK: Validation study of a food
frequency questionnaire. World Allergy Organization Journal 4 :38.
Statacorp. 2015. Stata statistical software: Release 14. College Sttion TX:
Statacorp LP.
Thompson, F. E., and A. F. Subar. 2008. Dietary assessment method-
ology. Nutrition in the Prevention and Treatment of Disease 2 :3–39.
Thompson, F. E., A. F. Subar, C. M. Loria, J. L. Reedy, and T.
Baranowski. 2010. Need for technological innovation in dietary
assessment. Journal of the American Dietetic Association 110 (1):48.
Thompson, R. L., and B. M. Margetts. 1993. Comparison of a food fre-
quency questionnaire with a 10-day weighed record in cigarette
smokers. International Journal of Epidemiology 22 (5):824–33.
Timon, C. M., R. van den Barg, R. J. Blain, L. Kehoe, K. Evans, J.
Walton, A. Flynn, and E. R. Gibney. 2016. A review of the design
and validation of web- and computer-based 24-h dietary recall tools.
Nutrition Research Reviews 29 (2):268–80.
Timon, C. M., A. J. Astell, F. Hwang, T. D. Adlam, T. Smith, L.
Maclean, D. Spurr, S. E. Forster, and E. A. Williams. 2015. The val-
idation of a computer-based food record for older adults: The novel
assessment of nutrition and ageing (NANA) method. The British
Journal of Nutrition 113 (4):654–64.
Venter, C., B. Higgins, J. Grundy, C. B. Clayton, C. Gant, and T. Dean.
2006. Reliability and validity of a maternal food frequency question-
naire designed to estimate consumption of common food allergens.
Journal of Human Nutrition and Dietetics 19 (2):129–38. doi:
10.1111/j.1365-277X.2006.00677.x.
Verkasalo, P. K., P. N. Appleby, N. E. Allen, G. Davey, H. Adlercreutz,
and T. J. Key. 2001. Soya intake and plasma concentrations of
Daidzein and Genistein: Validity of dietary assessment among eighty
British women (Oxford arm of the European prospective investiga-
tion into cancer and nutrition). The British Journal of Nutrition 86
(3):415–21.
Wakai, K. 2009. A review of food frequency questionnaires developed
and validated in Japan. Journal of Epidemiology 19 (1):1–11.
Wojtusiak, J., C. Gewa, and L. Pawloski. 2011. Dietary assessment in
Africa: Integration with innovative technology. African Journal of
Food, Agriculture, Nutrition and Development 11:5629–45.
Yarnell, J., A. Fehily, J. Milbank, P. Sweetnam, and C. Walker. 1983. A
short dietary questionnaire for use in an epidemiological survey:
Comparison with weighed dietary records. Human Nutrition Applied
Nutrition 37:103–12.
Appendix 1
1 exp diet/
2 Nutritional status.mp.
3 diet adj2 intake.mp
4 diet adj2 qualit.mp.
5 food adj2 intake.mp.
6 nutri adj2 intake.mp.
7 diet adj2 habit.mp.
8 food adj2 habit.mp.
9 diet pattern or meal pattern.mp.
10 food group.mp.
11 nutrient.mp.
12 macro-nutrient or macronutrient.mp.
13 micro-nutrient or micronutrient.mp.
14 energy intake.mp.
15 1 or 2 or 3 or 4 or 5 or 6 or 7 or 8 or 9 or 10 or 11 or 12 or 13
or 14
16 diet adj2 (method or tool or survey or record or assess).mp.
17 diet adj2 (recall or questionnaire or histor or instrument).mp.
18 nutrition adj2 (survey or assess or instrument).mp. (27252)
24 J. HOOSON (JZH) ET AL.
19 food adj2 (questionnaire or record or recall or diar or
checklist or screener).mp
20 24 adj2 recall.mp.
21 multiple pass.mp
22 FFQ.mp
23 diet adj2 (measure or analys).mp
24 nutri adj2 measur.mp
25 16 or 17 or 18 or 19 or 20 or 21 or 22 or 23 or 24
26 valid.mp.
27 reliab.mp.
28 reproduc.mp.
29 calibrat.mp.
30 repeatab.mp
31 feasib.mp
32 evaluat.mp
33 26 or 27 or 28 or 29 or 30 or 31
34 review.mp
35 meta-analy.mp.
36 search.mp.
37 systematic adj2 (approach or analys).mp.
38 33 or 34 or 35 or 36
39 15 and 25 and 32 and 37
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